Related to this point, authors should consider using google translator. A review published in systematic reviews journal showed the google translator is feasible alternative for conducting translations in research. ref: Ethan M Balk et al, Systematic Reviews 2013 , 2:97 doi:10.1186 /2046 2) The publication period could be considered as a criteria for inclusion.
3) Page 12, line 48-55: This section appears misplaced as it is more describing data analysis than extraction. Data extraction should detail the procedures and outcomes of data abstraction from the literature. Key variables to be extracted need be mentioned here. 4) Page 13, line 6: data synthesis: Do the authors anticipate political situations in different countries could influence patients' decision making in seeking treatment from other countries? If yes, then a sub group analysis based on political situations could be considered. 5) Page 13, line 6: data synthesis: A more detailed explanation on how abstracted variables will be statistically used to address the study questions is needed. 6) Page 13, line 50-57. This section should be moved to the discussion section 1) Page 4, line 14: the word should be "than" and not "that"
2) Page 4, line 48 and 55. Use either HICs or HICS but not both.
Good research question and interesting methodological approach
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GENERAL COMMENTS
As stated by the authors, unlike systematic reviews, "realist reviews are harder to reproduce, as selecting papers and following candidate theories requires judgment, often based on a mixture of experience, intuition and prudence, to identify those with greatest relevance".
The authors have not mentioned registering the review title in a prospective registry. This should be done to avoid unintended duplication of efforts.
The second word on row 42/43 should be "offer" not "offers".
VERSION 1 -AUTHOR RESPONSE
Reviewer: 1 Thank you for your comments. We found them very valuable and we have addressed them as outlined below and believe these additions have enhanced the quality of the paper. Reviewer Name Benjamin Kagina Institution and Country University of Cape Town, South Africa Please state any competing interests or state 'None declared': None declared 1) Page 11, line 51: Authors say they will only include articles written in English. At minimum, the authors need to highlight and discuss the possible bias that may result due to this criteria of the article selection.
We have added at the end of the section on limitations? A limitation of our study is that only studies written in English will be included and this may introduce an element of language bias. The cost of translation however is beyond the scope of this study and the feasibility and accuracy of free Web-based translation tools has not yet been determined for the purpose of realist reviews. Related to this point, authors should consider using google translator. A review published in systematic reviews journal showed the google translator is feasible alternative for conducting translations in research. ref: Ethan M Balk et al, Systematic Reviews 2013 , 2:97 doi:10.1186 /2046 -4053-2-97 (Balk, Chung, Chen, Chang, & Trikalinos, 2013 2) The publication period could be considered as a criteria for inclusion. We have added:
The search will be further limited to studies published between 2000 and 2014.
3) Page 12, line 48-55: This section appears misplaced as it is more describing data analysis than extraction. Data extraction should detail the procedures and outcomes of data abstraction from the literature. Key variables to be extracted need be mentioned here. We have corrected this and added The variables extracted will be 1) author and year of publication; 2) patient sending and receiving countries; 3) the socio-economic and political contextual variables influencing decisions to seek healthcare abroad (at country, health system and individual level); 4) beliefs, values, desires and cognitive processes influencing behaviour (mechanisms); and 5) outcomes. 4) Page 13, line 6: data synthesis: Do the authors anticipate political situations in different countries could influence patients' decision making in seeking treatment from other countries? If yes, then a sub group analysis based on political situations could be considered. We have added under data extraction point 3:
3) the socio-economic and political contextual variables influencing decisions to seek healthcare abroad (at country, health system and individual level); 5) Page 13, line 6: data synthesis: A more detailed explanation on how abstracted variables will be statistically used to address the study questions is needed. We expect the analysis to be primarily qualitative, to clarify, we have added: Following the RAMESES guidelines, the intent will not be to provide a quantifiable summary of the abstracted variables but rather to interrogate the interaction between context, mechanism and outcomes.
6) Page 13, line 50-57. This section should be moved to the discussion section We have done this
